ASFC 83-11-M 


Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science 


Minutes of the meeting held on December 2, 1983 


Present: D. Taddeo, Chairman, R. Breen, J. Chaikelson, R. Roy, M. Singer 
C. Foster, M. Armstrong, T. Arbuckle-Maag, C. Barton, C. Bertrand, 
K. Bindon, L. Crysler, R. Diubaldo, J. Doyle, A. Galler, A.M. Ketter, 
F,. MacLeod, D. McDoungall, S. McEvenue, G. Newsham, M. Oppenhein, 
R. Pallen, B. Petrie, J. Ryan, E. Sacca, 0. Schwelb, R. Sharma, 
W. Sellers, H. Shulman, M. Taylor, G. Trudel, G. Valaskakis, J. Young, 
L. Van Toch, K. Herrmann, S. Ferguson, B. Murdock, D. Konig, 
S. Richard, D. Schulmacher, C. McPherson, S. Rajiva, H. Wakefield, 
P. Gott, J. Griffin, A. Megann, M. Hewitt, KA. fheop po 


Absent with Regrets: K. Argheyd 
ales Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m. 


C 2. Approval of Agenda 


The Chairman asked that as item 6a, the nomination of additional 
student representatives be added to the agenda. 


83-11-1 It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Richard) to approve and adopt 
the agenda as amended. 


Vote: Carried 


3 Approval of Minutes 


83-11-2 It was moved and seconded (Trudel/Rajiva) to approve and adopt the 
minutes of the meeting held on October 24, 1983. 


Vote: Carried 


83-11-3 It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Pallan) to approve and adopt the 
minutes of the meeting held on November 4, 1983. 


Vote: Carried 


4. Chairman's Remarks 


Dean Taddeo reported that the Status of Women Report was discussed 
©) at the last Senate meeting and Senate voted to accept the concept 
that an implementation committee, with a mandate, be formed. 
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The Chairman reminded the members of Faculty Council that nomina- 
tions for honorary degrees would be considered at the February 
meeting of Council and that Steering Committee ought to be apprised 
of recommendations by January 15th at the latest. 


Dean Taddeo asked Prof. Pallen to report on the outcome of the dis- 
cussion that took place at a Board of Graduate Studies meeting on the 
need for graduate students to apply for graduation through the Regist- 
rar's Office, in the same manner as is required by undergraduate stu- 
dents. 


Dr. Pallen reported that members of the Registrar's Office were pre- 
sent at the meeting to explain why the procedure was necessary and it 
was concluded that the students should continue to follow the practice. 


It was agreed that a member of the Registrar's staff would be asked 
to repeat the presentation for Faculty Council at a later date. 


Questions and Announcements 


Concerned about the implementation of the recommendations contained in 
the Report of the Study Group on Academic Advising (ASFC 83-5-D9), 
Prof. Galler asked for information on the position of the recommenda-— 
tions that were to be put in place no later than June 1983. 


Provost Singer interjection was to the effect that as part of those 
recommendations there was to be a report back to Faculty Council in 


Sepeember 1983, not June. 


Dean Roy informed Faculty Council that he has been responsible for the 
academic advising area since June lst and that one of the things that 
has occupied his time is that report. While some things have not 
moved as quickly as he had hoped, they are progressing. He said that 
the new Asst. Dean, Student Affairs and Academic Advisors have been 
working on ways to implement the recommendations and have met with 
other people involved in academic advising to revise the brochure on 
academic advising for students and to devise better ways to disseminate 
the information to the students. 


He hoped to report to Council on the questions of peer advising and 
group advising and on how to evaluate the academic process soon. 


It was said that there did not seem to be any provision for student 
input in the process and since they are the ones who are to act as 
the advisors, Dean Roy was asked if he was going to allow for this 
in the future. 


Dean Roy replied that at the moment the working group was very small 


but he saw no difficulty in including student input, particularly 
for the evaluation process and peer advising. 
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Asked when a report to Faculty Council could be expected, Dean 
Roy replied that it would likely be submitted in January or 
February. 


Prof. Singer said he thought that the report had been put on the 
back burner in some ways because of the General Education Commit- 
tee which last year considered the advising function for the 
Centre for General Education as a vital part of its activity. 


Prof. Petrie referred to the memorandum he had received on behalf 

of Steering Committee in reply to his request that consideration 

be given to assigning a seat on Faculty Council for Recreation and 
Leisure Studies now that an increase in the student complement had 
been approved recently. Having been told that Recreation and Lei- 
sure Studies does not fit in with the group that merits a seat on 
Faculty Council, he asked that when the composition of Faculty 
Council is reviewed once the structure of the Faculty is determined; 
that consideration be given to seating programmes which are in a sense 
autonomous in that they feed directly in their chain of command to a 
dean rather than being programmes in a sub-department sense. 


Attention was drawn to the fact that contrary to the regulation 
which prohibits the holding of examinations in the final week of 
classes, the practice seems to be fairly widespread. Moreover, other 
faculty members were being inconvenienced by having the examinatation 
overlap with the next time period. It was asked if there was any way 
this practice could be halted. 


One student representative indicated that she knew of six departments 
that were holding examinations early. 


It was suggested that the students inform either the Dean or Vice- 
Rector for the area of the names of the professors who have held 
such examinations and then it would be the responsibility of that 
officer to see that such a situation does not recur. 


6. Elections to take place at the January meeting of Council 


The Chairman reported that there were two vacancies on the Board 
of Graduate Studies and invited Faculty Council members to submit 
nominations to the Steering Committee. 


6a. Election of Student Representatives 


83-11-4 It was moved and seconded (Konig/Ferguson) to approve the nomination 
of Lydia Milanovic as a replacement for Scott Ferguson on the College 
Evaluation Committee and of Lorella Aucello (Division II) for the 
Curriculum Committee. , 


Vote: Carried 


Tq. Internal Restructuring of the Faculty of Arts and Science 
(ASFC 83-11-DOCS 1-15, and 16-20) 


The Chairman noted that Faculty Council members had received as part 
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of the documentation for this meeting, documents from the Depar- 
ment of Religion, TESL Centre, Geology, Exercise Science, Edu- 
cation, Economics, Chemistry, Psychology, Journalism; a document 
from the Chairs of Division III, and from Profs. Bertrand, McEvenue, 
Drysdale and Bindon, (ASFC 83—-11-DOCS 2-15). In addition, documents 
distributed at the meeting were an appendix to ASFC 83-11-D12, from 
Prof. Drysdale, entitled Administrative Reorganization of the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, Appendix — Table of Organization, and a number 
reports submitted by Dean Roy; Faculty of Administrative Organi- 
zation (ASFC 83-11-D16), Administrative Structure of the Faculty 

of Arts and Science (ASFC 83-11-D17), Table 2.1 Basic Data on AUCC 
Member Institutions by Province (ASFC 83~11-D18), and two CUS 
reports 1981-82 - Table 4.1 Teaching Activities by Faculty/Division 
and Table 6.2 Full-time Personnel, Part-time Salary Expenditures 

and Salary Expenditures from Research Funds in the academic sector 
(ASFC 83-11-D19); and a statement from the Chairs of Division II 
(ASFC 83-11-D20). 


The text of Dean Taddeo's preliminary remarks to the debate on the 
internal restructuring of the Faculty of Arts and Science follows; 


"As we come now to the item dealing with the Administrative 
re-organization of the Faculty of Arts and Science under a 

single Dean, I would like to make the following preliminary 
remarks: 


You received as part of the documentation for this meeting 
the proposals which Steering Committee had at hand at its 
meeting of November 21, 1983. These have been divided into 
three groups - one group requesting reconsideration of the 
decision to have a single Dean head the Faculty of Arts and 
Science; one proposal puts forward a model for a multi-Dean 
Faculty of Arts and Science and the third set of proposals 
proffers models for an infrastructure for Arts and Science 
under a single Dean - this in accordance with the resolu- 
tion adopted by Council last year and in direct response to 
my memorandum of October 18, 1983 addressed to all Department 
Heads in the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


I would like to recapitulate briefly the major reasons put 
forward by those requesting reconsideration of the decision. 
The concerns are the following: accessibility, efficiency, 
representation of the Faculty, communication, the role of 

the Chairman of a department, centralized bureaucracy, dist- 
ance, management, awareness of the needs of all the different 
disciplines in Arts and Science, feedback on personnel issues, 
centralization of power and finally - '... The major objection 
to the single Dean concept is that never in the development of 
the concept has it been demonstrated that it is a better system 
than the one in effect. On the contrary, the major evidence 
supports continuation of the existing systen.' 
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The proposal for a single Faculty of Arts and Science headed 

by more than one Dean provides a historical perspective for 

the current debate, going back to the merger of Sir George 
Williams University and Loyola College and the subsequent 
creation of the Concordia Faculty of Arts and Science. It 
voices concern that the resolution adopted by Council last 

year '.. was approved after less than two hours of debate and 
with neither discussion nor documentation on feasibility and 
details. There was little input from the Deans and little 
desire to postpone such an important decision until its de- 
tailed implications were more fully understood (two motions 

to table were defeated).' This document does see some positive 
aspects for a Faculty of Arts and Science headed by a single 
Dean, but the negative arguments outweigh the positive ones. 
Among the major negative concerns are: size and distance of 

the Faculty and consequent implications concerning the setting 
of priorities, personnel decisions, bureaucratic inertia and 

the impact Arts and Science would have vis-a-vis the other 
Faculties in the University if it had only one Dean rather than 
three or four to speak on its behalf. It is concerned too about 
accountability and the delegation of power and authority to sub- 
ordinate levels. It proposes a model whereby three 'regional' 
deans would be responsible for Space, Supplies, Capital and Re- 
search Budgets and Personnel matters in his/her respective region; 
a Provost would be responbible for curriculum on a Faculty-wide 
basis and also for personnel matters relating to the units in 
Division IV, as we now know it. Each of these regional heads - 
Deans and the Provost would receive their budgets directly from 
the Vice-Rector Academic. 


Finally, we have received four distinct proposals which outline 
how the Arts and Science Faculty would be reorganized admini- 
stratively under a single Dean. Steering Committee has attempted 
to incorporate the fundamental aspects of each proposal in the 
model which has been put before Council for consideration. 


I believe it is important at this point to set the context for 
this debate at Faculty Council. The proposal for a single Dean 
for the Faculty of Arts and Science was contained in the Report 
of the Committee on Priorities and Planning tabled at Council 
and in the University-at-large on September 16, 1982. This 
concept stemmed from the recommendation that there be one Vice- 
Rector Academic for Concordia University. It is difficult to 
separate the one recommendation from the other. It is important 
to remember also that the major impetus for the establishment of 
a single Vice-Rectorate Academic came from the Arts and Science 
Faculty - at all its levels. The Fahey Committee's recommenda- 
tion for a single Dean at the head of Arts and Science stems 

too from concerns expressed especially by the constituency. 
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Hence, neither is the recommendation new nor does it come from 
a vacuum. It has been in the making since at least December, 
1981. (There I refer to the recommendation made by the Search 
Committee for Vice-Rector, Arts and Science to the Board of 
Governors.) 


To date, the requests for a reconsideration of the decision and 
the proposal for a multi-Deaned Faculty have come from the 
following areas: TESL, Applied Social Science, Economics, Edu- 
cation, Geography, Psychology, Sociology and Anthropology, Poli- 
tical Science, Religion, Biology, Chemistry, Exercise Science, 
Geology, Mathematics and Physics. At the meeting of November 
12, 1982, ten of the above-mentioned fifteen department re- 
presentatives voiced concern or opposition to the single Dean 
concept; these representatives sit today on Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, although one represents a different constitu- 
ency. Among the concerns or questions raised last year, the 
following were most prevalent: Can one Dean handle the whole 
Faculty and be effective? Will there not be a lack of commun- 
ication between the Dean, Department Heads, faculty and stu- 
dents? Are there no alternative solutions? Those words which 
recurred most frequently in the debate among those concerned 
about the single-Dean concept were: responsibility, unifica- 
tion, strength, understanding of the diversity of areas in Arts 
and Science, access, protection of smaller areas/units, con- 
sultation, allocation of resources, communication, management 
and effectiveness, coordination, division of forces and dilu- 
tion of resources. In essence, it is clear that the issues 
which concerned those concerned or opposed to the single Dean 
concept last year are prevalent still this year. Time has not 
changed the issues which Council considered and debated prior 
to adopting its resolutions at the meeting of November 12, 1983. 


Nor is the issue being debated by a Council newly introduced to 
the topic. It is true that the student representation on Council 
has changed significantly from last year as is most always the 
case with student representation on all governing bodies in the 
University. If we look at the delegation on Council which is 
based on Arts and Science administration, Departments and Units, 
of the 36 seats based in this constituency, 27 have the same 
person representing it as last year ~- 75% of you were Council 
members when this debate took place last year. 


In essence, there has not been a significant change in the 
issues which were of concern when most of this deliberative 
body decided last year that '... Deans for Divisions I, II, 

III and a Provost would be reorganized so that Arts and Science 
would be the responsibility of a single Dean.’ That same body 
voted unanimously also that it be consulted on the final admini- 
strative organization of Arts and Science and in the interin, 
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before the appointment of a single Dean, invited the sub- 
mission of briefs to the Steering Committee on the proposed 
administrative organization. This has now been done, It 
is now our responsibility to construct upon the motions duly 
‘ adopted by Council last year. It is in this vein that Steer- 
ing Committee and I invite Council to discuss, debate and de- 
cide on the infrastructure which it would like to recommend 
for the Faculty of Arts and Science headed by a single Dean." 


Comments made in favour of reopening the debate on the decision 
taken last year in favour of a single dean infrastructure: 


Prof. Newsham thought that the proposal was not adequately explained 
to the departments last year and that they were given very little 
time to consider the document before the decision was taken at 
Faculty Council. In addition, information provided at this meet- 
ing was not available then and could be useful at this time. 


Prof. Valaskakis stated that she was not the representative for her 
Department last year and having looked at the issue from the out- 

side then could not imagine how such a restructuring could take place. 
This year, having read the documents distributed for this meeting, she 
found it quite encouraging that there is an imaginative, appropriate 
way to restructure the Faculty. 


Dean Chaikelson pointed out that there was no provision for the res- 
ponsibility for space. She was concerned also about the placement 

of CASA because of the overlapping of issues from one group to another. 
Her first inclination would be to place it under research, but it is 
fundamental to development as well. In addition, she was concerned 
about research priorities, the status of "searched positions" for 
"associate deans", At present they are not searched positions and 

to change them would be to create line positions, therefore, in some 
sense positions of final authority for certain things and yet they 
would report to a single dean who in turn would report to a vice- 
rector academic. That to her appeared to be double accounting. 

Dean Chaikelson added that one would assume then that the Vice-Rector 
Academic would have final authority over all deans (three deans of 
small Faculties and one dean of a large Faculty) and would finally 
control the academic budget. That has not been so in the past. 


Dean Chaikelson continued by saying that a major problem with the 
model will be that chairmen and associate deans who would like to 
have authority will not have it because decisions will be made higher 
up. She thought that the person who is going to lose under the pro- 
posed model is the chairman because of the overlap between the asso- 
ciate deans'responsibilities,all of which will take the chairman 

out of the classroom to spend time in trying to untangle the ad- 
ministration and in reporting to four or five people. She noted 

that the current model works very well from a chairman's point of 
view. 


sraf8 


=f 


Dean Roy thought it would be foolhardy and reckless to ignore 
the expressed interests of a large number of Departments and 

added that the mood of his area was not very positive towards 
this exercise. 


Prof. Armstrong noted that there was widespread concern that 
when the motion was passed, it was the wrong motion and a bad 
decision. She did not want Faculty Council to move irrevocably 
to put something in place before there was an open discussion on 
the documents which would not preclude, if there were problems, 
looking at the alternative. 


Prof. Maag admitted that she was originally in favour of a single 
dean structure but had since reversed her position. She said that 
her reaction in Faculty Council last year was to table the motion 

to give time to work out models and to think of what the functions 
are of an Arts and Science Faculty with legitimate differences among 
Departments and to consider what structure would be more effective 
in providing the best feeling for a faculty member, one which would 
enable him/her to feel his/her work was valuable and that his/her 
workload assignment was a relative thing. She said that the reason 
her Department had asked to have the issue reopened was to allow for 
the debate on the best structure for the Faculty not to be constrained 
within a particular decision that was taken last year. 


Dean Chaikelson drew attention to the contrast between the philosophy 
of Senate and that of the Faculty Council saying that Faculty Council 
seems willing to go with a change in leadership against the wishes of 
a large section of its membership, a membership from whom they were 
elected and whom they are supposed to consult, while at Senate faculty 
are always told that a Faculty is not forced to do anything unless it 
desires to do so. 


Some of the comments of those who were against reopening the debate 
follow: 


Prof. Sharma thought that Faculty Council should not reopen the debate 
on the decisions taken last November because to do so would be to 
undermine the credibility of Council. 

Prof. Petrie supported Prof. Sharma's position even though he was not 
in favour of the decision taken last year. Totreopen the debate, he 
said, would be to admit that the documents had not been studied care- 
fully last year. 


Provost Singer thought that it would be morally and academically 
wrong to act as though the decision had not been taken. 


Prof. Ryan agreed with Provost Singer's stand. 


Vice-Rector Breen found it incredible for anyone to say that there 
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was not the opportunity for discussion of the document last year, 
to say otherwise would be to rewrite history. He thought that 
Faculty Council should debate the infrastructure, for to do other- 
wise would be counter-productive. 


Dean Taddeo summarized the debate that had taken place to this 
point. He noted that Faculty Council had adopted a series of re- 
solutions last year concerning its structure - a single dean, one 
vice-rector, and no divisions. He suggested that those present 
at this meeting would be willing to listen to each others point 
of view. However, he did not want the debate to take place in 
the context of win or lose, but that it must be a constructive 
one. 


The Chairman said that the concerns expressed about the single dean- 
concept were legitimate last year, are this year, and will be in the 
future and that they were essentially the same. He thought the 
clearest starting point for the debate to continue were the motions 
adopted by Council together with the recommendation prepared by the 
Steering Committee and he hoped that in the debate and discussion to 
take place that the concerns of the people about the structure would 
come to the fore and that as a group every effort would be made to 
accomodate those concerns and see to it that they were taken care 

of and incorporated in the framework that would be debated. He 
asked that the discussion on the model presented by Steering Com- 
mittee begin and that the members of Faculty Council in making their 
interventions, when speaking from a particular point of view, to 
make them in the light of Steering Committee's model and to indicate 
the extent to which it would or would not respond to the concerns 
expressed, 


It was moved and seconded (Pallen/Hewitt) to move into a Committee 
of the Whole. 


Vote: Carried 


Some of the concerns expressed pertaining to the inadequacies of 
the document presented by the Steering Committee (ASFC 83-11-D1) 
follow: 


Prof. McEvenue stated that there was no provision in the document for 
the very large expenditure for laboratories, technicians, personnel 
connected with the experimental aspects of these areas including main- 
tenance of buildings. He thought that there was need for a proposal 
of how funds are to be allocated between these groups (Sciences, in- 
cluding Mathematics, Communications Studies, and Psychology). 


Dean Chaikelson said that the fundamental issue is faculty morale 


and that individual faculty members are going to feel hard done by 
in a situation where the Chairman no longer has the responsibility 
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for determining workload and who will have to make representa- 
tions through a remote chain. 


Prof. Oppenheim asked how the proposal fits in with the philo- 
sophy of education of the Faculty of Arts and Science. He 
suggested that the assignment of responsibility according to 
function assumes that functions can be separated from all other 
groups of functions (i.e., the person responsible for promotion 
and merit will not have to deal with calendars, research, fund- 
ing, etc.). He wondered how chairmen would be able to deal with 
issues that cut across the groupings as, for example, when there 
is need for a quick decision on opening new sections of courses 
at registration. He was concerned about the accessibility of a 
single dean when he/she will have so much final responsibility. 
Another of his concerns is how the person responsible for research 
will be able to distinguish between the needs of research in the 
humanities from that of research in the social sciences and/or 
matural sciences if the division is to be by function rather than 
by academic areas as it is now and where each Dean is familiar 
with the needs of his/her area. 


Dean Roy was concerned with the inter-relatedness of the decision- 
making process (space, money, workloads, demonstrators, TA's) and 

how it can all be handled by five or six deans. He wondered if 

there was an awareness of the huge size of the operation or of the 
hidden people involved. He expressed concern for the technicians in 
the science area who feel very vulnerable and would like to see some- 
thing in the infrastructure for their needs for the wet labs. Also, 
he wondered about the placement of purchasing and noted that half 

the number of orders in the University are placed by Science. 


Prof. Petrie noted that the present Deans are in place primarily 

to represent an academic area and each is granted a number of ad- 
ministrative areas of responsibilty while the model being considered 
separates powers based on a truly administrative function and takes 
the idea of integration to the extreme to the extent that disciplin- 
ary differences are not recognized. He said that it leaves little 
possibility for academic constituencies to gain representation. 


Prof. Proppe noted that in the proposal from Steering Committee one 
person would handle only priorities and tenure while somebody else 
would make contract decisions. He reminded the members of Faculty 
Council that there are matters arising out of the collective agree- 
ment that ought to be considered. 


Vice-Rector Breen suggested that all the wet departments (Sciences, 
Communications Studies, Psychology) might be clustered together. 


Ms. Hewitt asked what concrete method there was to ensure faculty 
accessibility to the dean. 
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Turning to the topic of the philosophy of education for the 
Faculty, Provost Singer reiterated his belief that the Arts 

and Science Faculty, intellectually, is the centre of a univ- 
ersity and without it we would not have a university. However, 
he thought that consideration should be given to basic prin- 
ciples of organization and gave three points: a) the faculty 

is the core of the University and ultimately should be res- 
ponsible for running it but the proliferation of administrative 
positions among faculty is an incredible waste, they should not 
be involved in the day-to-day trivia; b) the Arts and Science 
Faculty is not a collection of disciplines only. It is a Faculty 
because we want cross-fertilization,and divisions or other kinds 
of barriers must be broken down; c) the role of the dean is that 
of making final decisions, maintaining directions in the Faculty 
and of imparting to the rest of the University the role of Arts 
and Science. The associate deans should be given more responsi- 
bility and exercise judgement. 


Vice-Rector Breen agreed with Provost Singer's statement that 

Arts and Science is the soul of the University and that the cross- 
fertilization that takes place within the Faculty is basic to the 
Faculty's philosophy of education. 


Dean Chaikelson noted that under the current structure the Faculty 
Council was put in place to provide coordination, but that that 
did not happen because not all Chairmen have seats on Council. 


Ms. Megann stated that the current structure is an anti-discip- 
linary one and promotes the isolation of the Colleges. Without 
the existence of divisions there would be less competition and 
the interdisciplinarity of the colleges would function better 
under a unified faculty with one dean. 


It was moved and seconded (Singer/Petrie) to move out of the 
Committee of the Whole. 


Vote: Carried 


Provost Singer stated that most of the members who had spoken 
in the Committee of the Whole exchange spoke on the other side 
of the question of how will we flush out the infrastructure of a 
one-dean Faculty without saying anything positive about how it 
could work. He thought those individuals should either come to 
grips with the fact that the faculty has spoken in favour of 

the one-dean concept and to ask them to divert their energy to 
see how that could work, or to do something more formal to get 
Council to come to their point of view. He felt that Council 
was at an impasse. 
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Dean Taddeo replied that it was his intention to have Steer- 
ing Committee review the arguments of the members of Faculty 
Council for and against the proposal at its meeting on 
December 12th and invited the members of Council at large, 
in the light of the debate, to submit any ideas they have 
concerning how the concerns raised can be accomodated within 
the structure that is before Council for debate. 


Prof. Petrie suggested that the representatives of departments 
should report back to their respective departments on the debate 
that had taken place at this meeting. 


In response to Provost Singer's remarks he outlined three posi- 
tions around which the debate had taken place: 


a) a continuum of representation in terms of the type of structure 
that various people recognize as being appropriate; one group 
largely oriented around the concept that Steering Committee 
put forth; 


b) another group who regard it as important that there be re- 
cognition,within any form of a single dean model, some re- 
cognition of academic constituencies; 


c) the neutral position that there should be some hybrid position 
which may be somewhat analogous to the present situation where- 
by we have deans with an academic constituency plus a set of 
bureaucratic responsibilities. 


Prof. Petrie thought that it would be useful for Council members 
to report on these positions to their Departments. 


Prof. Proppe noted that whenever an important change is proposed, 
we usually set up some kind of evaluation or appraisal committee 
to see what the problems are and to make recommendations for im- 
provement, but that was not done in this case. What was done was 
to give off the cuff opinions based on sincere but limited per- 
ceptions of what is going on, and he doubted that any member 
present with the exception of the Vice-Rector, has that kind of 
overview. Consequently, he thought that a committee containing 
some high powered Deans and Administrators should be struck to 
focus on what the problems are and to make recommendations in 
the light of the motion passed last year. 


Prof. Proppe's propesal was supported by Prof. Taylor. 


Dean Taddeo noted that a number of issues had been raised in the 
debate for which no provision was made in the model presented. 

He said that the Steering Committee would look at these nuts and 
bolts issues at its meeting on December 12th and see to what 
extent they can or cannot be accomodated in a structure that calls 
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for a Faculty with a single dean and that that would be 
brought back to Council for debate in January. 


Prof. Taylor supported Prof. Proppe's position and suggested 
that the committee he proposed should include representatives 
of the proponents of the the three views presented. 


Provost Singer stated that for him to report to the principals 
on the debate that had taken place would be to imply that the 
debate had been reopened and that did not happen, rather the 
discussion was allowed to go on in the Committee of the Whole. 
He did not want to give the side that is trying to get a re- 
consideration without asking for it that reconsideration unless 
those people were willing to make it a formal issue. 


Prof. Armstrong asked for information on the position taken by 
some that if we have three deans we will have three Faculties. 
Was that really so? She said that she would like some group 
to crystalize that issue. 


Prof. Bindon thought that something should be prepared by the 
Deans and Vice-Rector as the group that can provide Faculty 
Council with more information and a detailed assessment of the 
implications of the move. 


The Chairman summarized the debate that had taken place saying 
that at the beginning, Faculty Council had 15 proposals with 
varied points of view and the last three and a half hours had 
served to let the concerns surface and to prove to the people 
in the Faculty that we are trying as a Faculty Council to find 
a solution that will serve the better interests of the Faculty. 
He thought it encumbent upon the Steering Committee to look at 
the proposals and of flushing out, and and getting expertise 
where it is required and then presenting something to Faculty 
Council for debate and decision in January. 


Next meeting 
The next meeting will be held on Friday, January 13, 1984. 


Adjournment 


It was moved and seconded (Petrie/Bertrand) to adjourn the 
meeting. 


Vote: Carried 


